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Introduction

There are considerable problems inherent in evaluating Wemen®s Studies
programs or cuwrriculum balancing projects. The approach utilized must
address both the innovative. interdisciplinary natuwre of these programs,
as well as their long-range implications. It must also take into account
the highly participatcry nature of these projects. In the past, those who
evaluated such programs and projects tEthdAtG utilize conventional
measwing instruments. The advantage of using these instruments has been
that they were "tried and true" and often acceptable tc those to whom
Women®s Studies was acccuntable —- i1.&., university administratcrss
funding agencies. However, this begs the following series of questiocns:
Tried and true on what? —— Were these instruments determined effective
when used only on traditional departments and programs within the
institution? Ccould these instruments really assess the very special
non—traditicnal nature of Women’s Studies programs and projects? Were the
questions asked appropriate to the intent of many prejects —-— projects
whose goals often consisted of breaking down the barriers bet@een the
disciplines. and of challenging the traditional curriculum_af the Academy?
Did these instrumentss whether they were attitudinal surveys.
develonental stage measures, pre- and post tests determine subtle and not
sSC subéle goals of the directors and faculty of Weoemen’s Studies programs?-
Did psychmiagical measurement instruments assess the participatory
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interactions between the director and participants or between the faculty
and students of these programs and projects? Did they measuwre the
intended and unintended conseguences of an irncovative propesal? Did they
take into account the long—range implications of a new project? Were the
techniques sufficiently eclectic to measure all that the praject and
program directocr hoped to accomplish? Were these instruments sufficiently

flexible for the varied features of a particular campus?

The guesticns listed above are just some that should be considered
when evaluating a feminist program or project. Numerous critics of
traditicnal evaluative instruments and methodologies have asked similar
questions and have discussed the need for non—traditiconal assessment
techniques (Rowles and Duelli-Klein, 1983: Coolks 19843; Duelli—-Klein,
19803 Eichler. 19é0; Harding and Hintikka, 1983; Nebraszka Socciclogical
Feminist Collective, 1983:F Oakley, 19313 FRoberts, 19813 Stanley and

Wise, 1983; and Westkotts 1979).

This paper addresses some of the concerns inherent in evaluating
feminists projects and focusgs on three topics. These are: first, a
discussion of some objections raised by feminists about traditional forms
of assessment; second, a descripticn of the strengths and weaknesses of
illuminative evaluation as an-alternative approach to evaluate feminist
programsi  and finally, an introduction of a new model of evaluaticn which
is herein termed as "collaborative evaluaticn.® This hybrid evaluation
wi1ll be introduced by the author as an approach nct only compatible with
feminigt theory and practice, but alsec very appropriate for the assessment

of Women®s Studies programs and curriculum balancing projects.
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Feminist scholars have criticized an axiom in research and evaluation
"that the choice of a problem is determined by method. instead of a method
being determined by the problem" (Dalys 1973). In particular, when this
unstated but traditional emphasis on the methad: rather than on the
program or subjects being studied, has been applied to feminist projects.,
the investigations have ended up being cn women and not for women
(Duelli-Kleins, 1980). Indeed, the accepted, male-dominated view of
research and evaluaticn has led Westkott (1979) and Eichler (1930) to find
Tault with traditional investigations for the types of questions asked.,
the techniques used, and the conclusicons drawn. McCormack (1982) also
focused on methodeology when she ashked:

"Does the method itself contain within it protocols which preclude the

full participation of wocmen or the kind of participation in which

wemen excel? — Can it be said that the real meaning of the phrase

"prediction and control® is a male desire to dominates, to exert power

over. pecple as well as natures an exercise in masculinity? 'Does the

scientific method replace cone form of male mystification — theolagy
and metaphysics -~ with another? And by perpetuating the method, by
conforming to its rules, do women, thereby. insure a future of male

hegemocny in intellectual 1lifes in instituticnal arrangementss and in
ouwr own minds?" (3).

The masculine model was further criticized by the Nebraska Feminist
Collective 11983) when they guestioned the continued use of a patriarchal
discipline on feminist subjecfs. Tc thems there is a need for a feminist
ethics which recognized the cppression of women in research. work and
social struétures through the traditional and constant utilization of a
patriarchal discipline. The Colléctive expressed dissatisfaction with the

continued use of women as res=arch objects. Harding and Hintikka (1983)

also presented an effective critical appraisal of the "distinctively-
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masculine perspectives on masculine experience" and identified in their
book "distinctive aspects of women®s expevience which can provide
resources for the construction of more representatively human
wnderstarnding” (k). Stanley and Wise’s (1983) critigue indicated the need
of a “"feminist sccial science" where personal and direct experiences were
recognized. Criticisms of this nature emphasized the very real importance
of developing new or mcdifying old methodologies, especially for studies

within a Teminist context.

Beyond raising ethical guestions about research and evaluative
methodoleogiess feminists have criticized the traditicnal ebject/sub ject
split between "the evaluator" and "those being assessed." ‘Duelli—Hlein
doubted whether the detached and neutral cutside evaluator was acceptable
to those invelved in feminist projects. since their settings are usually
highly participatory and democratic. Oakley (1981) and Bristow and
Esper(1984) toco raised cbjections to the one—way process in traditional
interviewing and the need toc be uninvolved. They wrote about a two-way
dialcgue between interviewer and interviewee and believed it was the way
for theory and practice to meld to elicit personal responses to women’s
experiences. In predominately female settings., personal responsess as
well as factual knowledge, were often discussed and valued. The
traditional remoteness and lack of involvement of the evaluataor appeared
to be in conflict with the high level of commitment and the willingness to
share perscnal. experiences of those participating in the project. Acker,
Barry and Esseveld (1983) described the concept of objectivity in the

fallowing way:




"A feminist methodology must. therefores deal with the issues of
objectivity in sccial science ands in the processy deal also with the
issue of the relationship between the researcher and the researched.
AsS researchers, we must not impose cur definitions of reality on those
researched: for teo do so would undermine cwr intention to werk toward
a scciclogy for women. Ouw- intenticn is to minimize the tendency in
all research to transform those researched intco cbjects of scrutiny
and manipulaticn" (425).

In additicn,s the remocved, "objective" evaluator. who lacks
understanding and empathy fco- the sccial change gcals inherent in most
feminist projectss is likely to carry an unintenticnal bias intoc the
evaluation. Passivity and neutrality can hinder the development of
rapport between the researcher and those in the pragram being studied. The
lack of awareness of a researchers own bhiases can create unintentionally
a priviledged situation between researcher and researched. In fact» most
feminists seemed not to expect an evaluator to approach a new project free
of perconceived ideas. They did not want the total absence of perspective
and biass, which is an underlying assumption of most traditicnal
methodalogies. Insteads most welcomed explicit acknowledgement of points
of view. The term “"conscious subjectivity" (Coyner. 1980) was introduced
toe name a process which permits different perspectives tc be presented and

acknowledges that researchers and evaluators may also speak.

Thus, feminists have criticized the traditional research and évaluative
methods, the object/sub ject split, and the neutrality of tha evaluator.
Tce many Teminists, acceptancé of male research and evaluative models is
not thg answer . Instead, they are in search of alternative evaluative

moedels that are thecoretically and methodeologically appropriate to feminist

projects.
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Illuminative evaluation is an example of a noh—traditional evaluative
approcach that has been used to measure the success and failure of
inmovative projects (Farlett and Deardens 1977). This form of evaluation
is not strictly part of the = perimental and psychometric traditicons. for
it encompasses the phenomonclcgical and ethnographic mede as well. It is
50 biroad-based that it utilizes not only the techniques of participant
cbservation, interviews, and analysis of documents, in the form of a case
studys but where appropriate it alsc incorporates gquestionnaires and other
quantifiable instruments. The advantage of i1lluminative evaluation is
that both gualitative and guantitive methods can be combined "to

illuminate the subject” (Farlett and Hamilton, 1978).

As a strategy, illuminative evaluaticn makes no claims to perfect
cbjectivity. It is not expected that an evaluator is value free: thus,
the duality of the evaluator®s role of independent outsider and often
knowledgeable insider is accepted. Additicnally, change is considered to
be a natural part of any innovative procject and intervention of the
evaluator in the change process is acknowledged. Illuminative evaluation
is alsc a form of assessment that could be called goal—-free (Millsap,
Bagenstos and Talburtt, 19793 0 Parlett and Dearden, 19773 Scriven,

1977) . Thus, this methodology can be used to record not cnly the
intended but alsc the unintended consequences of a program or project
(Shapiro, Seccr and Butchart, 1981)3 and it is particularly useful for

new programs when leng—term effects canmnct be foreseen.

From a practical viewpoint, this evaluator and her colleagues found

.
&
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illuminative evaluation to be an especially effective means to measure
cempleds innovative feminist projects. Indeeds we have used this
evaluative modality to measure a Women's Studies preject which was varied
and change-criented (Shapirocs Secor and Butchart, 1981), as well as to
examine the participatory process for develocping a questicimaire
appropriate to measure changes in a feminist context (Shapird and Reed.

1984 .

While illuminative evaluation is clearly of considerable value +or the
assessment of women’s programs, the model itself has net been critiqued.
tne objective of th;s paper is to consider the strengths and weakresses of
illuminative evaluaticn in relationship to the assessment of complex
feminist programs and projects at a particular site cver time. In the
next secticn of the paper, data from recent and past reviews of Women's
Studies programs. projects and institutes, conducted by the author. will
be used to illustrate the different ways illuminative evaluaticn can

assess complex immovative projects.
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Because of its emphasis on change and flexibility in using diverse
instruments and apprcocaches, illuminative evaluation seemed very
appropriate for inmiovative program assessment (Shapiro, Butchart and
Seco, 1981). My colleagues and I found it exceedingly effective in the
assessment of The_Next Move., a project to assist women woerking in higher
educat%@n to move up the hierarchy of the Academy.! Illuminative
evaluation, with the combination of gquestionmailire data., obsgrvations and
interviews, offered the program director and staff the kinds of insights

—F
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and perspectives necessary to begin tcoc understand the change process of a
complex project. The diverse measures enabled proegram planners to glean
strengths and weaknesses as the project moved from ane university campus
to ancther. The assesement enabled the plammers to make changes to

strengthen the cutcome owf the prujects as it moved from site to site.

dealing with unintended consequences. Fellaow—up interviews provided a
rich scurce of data. The interviews were not part of the cocriginal
assessment design —-— but hecause of the flexibility of illuminative
evaluaticn and its geal-free forms it was acceptable to add the follow-up
interviews. 0One major unanticipated consequence‘was the high mocbility
rate of participants in the program iﬁ such a short pericd of time.

Within ten months of the program’s introduction, 20% of the 105 ariginal
participants reported pesitive career changes; i.e.: new and expanded
responsibilities, new titles, ditTferent postss nonscheduled salary
increases. Neither the program develcocpers nor the evaluator expected such

rapid change.

Illuminative evaluation proved eftfective when used to assess the
strengths and weaknesses of two Nomén’s Studies summer institutes 2.
Theoreticallys this appreoach worked well and enabled the evaluator to
madify the assessment design and to work closeiy with particibants and
program developers alike (Shapirc and Reedy, 1984, 1987). Intervention was
seen as appropriate in illuminative evaluaticn. A combirnation of
participant—cbservations, textual analysis, questicnnaires and interviews
were Qséd for the assessment procedure. The evaluator had te be
responsive to the needs of the participants and crganizers alikes and

illuminative evaluaticn allowed foi- that flexibility. The eclectic design

~8-
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of the assessment enabled the sponscrring agencies to receive the kind of
reparts that were appropriate for them —- i.e.» percentages, questionnaire
responsesi while the program plammers could receive more of a narrative
evaluaticn of the project. In fact. the final report had "something for
everyocne," and what was approbriate cculd be extracted from the report for

the needs of selected individuals or groups.
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Despite the flexibilitya diversity and gral—free aspect of
illuminative evaluaticn, cover the yearss there have been some drawbacks to
this assessment technique. While it is cne of the most flexible of the
appreoaches available to evaluatorss certain premises o which it was
developed may be inappropriate and result in difficulties for the

assessment ot feminist projects cver time.

One problem resided with the evaluator®s role in illuminative
evaluaticn: the role of independent cutsider and at the same time
knowledgeable insider. This duality can result in practical problems
caused when applied tc a feminist setting. For example, in the Great
Lakes Cclleges summer institutes,. the program developers from the outset
envisioned a cocllaborative pracess. In the initial proposal to the Lilly
foundation, the assessor was called an evalution consultants ﬁot an
evaluator. _Clearlys in mind. there was a wish to hire somecne sympathetic
to the project wheo could provide expertise as well as have a real
understgnding of a Teminist institute. Mo cutside. impartial evaluator
would d;. Continuocus collaborations were expected and were carried cut
throughout the evaluative process-— in developing the questiomalres in

-G
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determining whom to interview, and in deciding what kind cof reports to

submit.

In the case of developing a questicmaire, collaboration was expected
in this feminist context. 1In the past, as an evaluatora. I was cognizant
of the difficulties that were ivherent in guestiomiaire design and
implementaticon. However, at the Great Lakes Colleges institutes, I was
astonished to find how effective the collaborative process could be in
developing an instrument with meaningful,. site-specific guestions.
Indeed, many of the partcipants who were involved in designing the
guesticnnaire experessed “geood fTeelings." Only those whe had not been
contacted for their suggestions indicated ameyance with the instrument.
In fact, one of the critics of the first institute’s instruments was
Renate Duelli-Klein, an evaluator in her own right. In a lengthy letter
she spocke of the need to perform evaluaticns which would be of help to
women not just focus on womén. Hervw letter added to my conviction that
there was a need to constantly interact with all participants and staff
alike and heed their advice. While the evaluator’s intervention in the
project was expected in illuminative evaluaticnas nowhere was such a highly

participatory invelvement described.

Although illuminative evaluation offered the evaluator the ability to
choose appropriate technigues, there was an expectation that standard
sampling methods would be used. For the interview component of the
processs as time and money were constraints, it seemed correct to turn to

conventional sampling methods to select participants for this aspect of

- 1(:)...
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the evaluative process. As an impartial ocutsiders I thought it
-appropriate to select interviewees noct as population variables. but as
representatives based on race: class, age, ethnicity: and discipline.
However ., participants in the GLCA Summer Institutes prompted fuller

reconsideration of criteria assctiated with selecting interviewees.

At the Institute: Wilma Scott Heide 3 challenged the seeming
unbiased, technically sound selection process by cpenly stating that she
would like to be interviewed. 5She responded to the answer that she was
net on my 1ist by asking: "énd who is on your 1ist?" I went over my list
of interviews indicating the scciclogical breakdown and variables used.
Her response wass: "Well, thens what about years of activism in the
movement? What of sexual preference? What of Women®s Studies faculty as
cpposed to faculty from diverse disicplines? What of the "tcockens"?
Intrigued by her answer, I'agreed to interview her. Her inside knowledge.
and experience coffered ancther layer of information that would noct have
been forthcoming from cother participants and it provided me with the
insight that not ta interview this special individuval would have meant a

loss of information.

To summarize, while offering a broad approach for assessing innovative
projectss illuminative evaluation still had inherent problems associated
with its use in feminist contexts. Three problems continued to cause the
evaluato™ significant difficulties. Firstlys, the duality of the
evaluator™s role as both independent ocutsider and knowledgeable insider
was fraught with problems. Irn a feminist settings. it became harder and

harder toc put on the facade of independent cutsider. Secondly it became

13



more and more difficult to ignore all the vocices of those participating in
the projects and programs —- especially of those who wished to
participate. Thirdlys the subject/object split became a very real issue
fur this evaluator. Sampling sizes —- however large —— were not
approgriate for this context as this type of approach tended to objectify
participants rather than include them as valued human beings. It was
clear to me the more I assessed feminist projects that the process must be
a collaborative endeavor where the voices of all those who wished to speak

could be heard.
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"In the ideal case, we want to create conditicns in which the cbject
of research enters into the process as an active subject" (Acker,
Rarry and Esseveld, 1983, 425).

My mos=t recent evaluaticn of a Women’s Studies Frogram focused my
attention on many of the conflicts that exist when the evaluator assumes
the dual role of ‘outside neutirral evaluator and inside knowledgeable person
in a feminist context. From the perspective of an administrator of a
Women®s Studies Program, it was clear toc me that the institution kgew it
was not hiring an independent neutral ocutsider. With this tacit
understanding, the role of the evaluator was to view the strengths and
weaknesses of the program, to sympathetically suggest ways tc strengthen

this program, and to write up those ideas as a set of recommendations for

the institution’s administration.

Bazed on the experiences gained from the Great Lakes Summer
Institutes, interviews were conducted with individuals who expressed a
need to be questionned. Additionally, a slot was provided for an "open

-182-
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time" that ccoculd be used for unsclicited discussions with faculty and
students. The unexpzcted occurred in this free time slet. when a male
Taculty members unknown to the Women’s Studies program administrators,
offered a precedent in the instituticn which could be of great use to the
Wemen's Studies Frogram. "Open time" encouraged a faculty member to
indicate his support of Women®s Studies, and it provided a formal

structuwre to enable him to offer advice and encowragement.

The qualitative methocds of participant cbservaticns textual analysis,
and interviews provided most of the informaticon for the final report.
Conventional assessments such as enrcllment figures and cther quantitative
measures were alse included in the report. Abeve alls the veoices of those
whoe wished to be part of the evaluative process were expressed throcugh the
pages either in the forms of direct quotations or in summary statements.
Recommendaticons and judgements i this report were firramed as follows:

"Relow is a list of recommendaticns for the University of X’s Women’s

Studies Frogram. Whenever possible, these recommendations were

derived from a consensus of interviewees®™ copinions. If not a

consensuss then the recommendations emanated from a group or groups of

respondents. Throughout, if appropriates those whe faveored each
recemmendation will be presented. Additicnally, the evaluator®s own
suggestions will be stated."

The overall process: based on admitted bias from the cutset, permitted
the document to be written in an open and honest fashion without resort to
unqualified statements or possible ambiguity where there might have been a
clash between feminist ideas and program success. The ch ject/sub ject
€plit disappeared and for the first time as an evaluator there were no
complaints abocut the assessment procedure. The recommendations were not

novel —--— they were simply the compiled and pricritized suggesticns of




those who cared about Women's Studies: indeed they had been articulated
before, but were nct really hea;da The recommendations themselves were
drawn from the veoices of all those interviewed. The words df the
students, stat™f and faculty were given legitimacy through the offical
pages of the evaluator’s report. Changes that were subsequently
implemented from the report could not be simply attributed to the reports
what was achieved was in large part due toc the acceptance of a need for a
change by the university administraticon. But.above all, what was
accomplished was a collaborative evaluative process which seemed so clear
and accurate as it contained the veoices of those who were invelved and who

were concerned about the Women’s Studies Frogram.

Ccllaborative Eva
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"There must be appropriate quantitative evidence to counter the
pervasive and influential quantitative sexist research which has and
centinues to be generated in the sccial sciences. Feminist
researchers can best accomplish this" (Jayaratne, 1983, 158-159).
EBEased on the experiences previously described, illuminative evaluation
has wundergone further development and was modified to meet the special
needs of feminists, and its revised form I°ve called "collaborative
evaluation." The collaborative evaluation concept borrows illuminative
evaluation®s eclectic approach to information gathering: is wéll suited
for feminist programsi and should be effective in assessing the strengths
and weakﬁesses of curriculum balancing projects. These projects have been
recently well described in bocks by Fritsche (198%5), Schmitz (19895) and
Spanier (1984). In the gender balancing projects, there is often
intenticnal outreach énd in these instances data collection and processing

-1~
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become major activities. In such cases. quantitative studies,
experimental designs, and survey instruments may be useful asessments of a
project’s successes or failures. For example, ta be able ta compare
information from experimental and contreol groups might be a helpful
madality for assessing curriculum integration procjects when exposure fo
the new scholarship on women is the major variable. These projects often
are aimed at determining how this parameter medifies activities and
thoughts of selected students and faculty. Cellaborative evaluation ;ould
permit assessment of these expevimental protecels. It should be noted that
the nub of this model is that it requires the evaluator with students and
faculty tc develoep new survey instruments. Tried and true instruments
would have fo be reassessed. Attitudinal scales and questicrnnaires,
despite their seeming precisions would not necessarily be reliable or '
acceptable in feminist settings. The types of questicrns asked and the
attitudes measured would have to reflect subtleties and complexities not
hithertoc considered in cenventicnal measuring instruments and they would
have toc reflect the nuances of the instituticns. As was discussed
earlier, questions framed and scales designed with the help af faculty and
students involved in the project wcould begin to tap the more subtle
changes cver time which affect those who teagh and those who learn the new

scholarship on women. Additionally, the process itself would be a

learning one for all those involved —- including the evaluatcor.
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"Bualitative data — whatever methcd is used - do convey a deeper
feeling for or more emcticnal closeress to the persons studied. &
detailed account of an individual®s struggle against cppression is
moyve emoticonally touching than a research report giving statistical
evidence of the s%ruggle of a group of individuals® (Jayaratnes 1983,
145, .
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Outcomes from diverse curriculum balancing projects often initiate
subtle changes which may be very difficult to detect. McIntosh and
Minnich (1934) wrote about the scopes diversity and cdmplexity of these

projects in the fcocllowing way:

"Most projects in cuwrriculum change invelve changing faculty members
themselves. through werkshops, seminars, team—teaching assignments,
celloquias conferencess and cther forms of ceollegial work. Some
curriculum change projects do not center directly on faculty
reeducation but instead invelve creaticon of new curricular materials,
or materials for doing a reassessment and critigue of courses in the
traditicnal curriculum" (140),

To tap the subtleties of these types‘of projects: qualitative as well
as quantitative approcaches would be exceedingly valuable. 0One method
which needs tc be considered is the use of ethnographic approaches. In
many ways, the techniques of ephnography are well suited to describing
what 1s happening in an integration preoject. Through the use of
interviews, cobservations and textual analysis and with the help of key
informanfs, 4&n evaluator can learn overt as well as subtle changes in a
scciety or a group. Howevers a true ethnography requires so much time on
a site and hence money to carry out the'pracess that it could be placed
outside the fis;al and time-dependent ne=eds of most institutions. Thus.,
it is doubtful if the pure form of this approach could be used frequentiy
in determining the éuccess or failure for most integration projects. A
final drawback to the use of ethnocgraphic techniques is that most
ethnographers are trained to describe and interpret, but nct judge. This
restriction on making judgements doces limit the ways ethnographers use in

reporting back to instituticns and funding agencies.
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Woelcott (1983) explained the difficulties of combining ethnography

with evaluation when he wrote:

"That potential is to recognize that ethncgraphy can serve as an
alternative to rather than merely as an alternative form of
evaluation. Ethnography viewed as an alternative toc evaluation
suggests a descriptive and interpretive activity whose purpcses are to
understand rather than to judge and toc examine facets of human

behavior as part of larger cultural systems® (178-179).

Fetterman (1984) stated the problem of doing an ethnographic
evaluation in another way:

"First, ethnographic evaluations are ultimately evaluationss. not

ethnographies. These studies begin with the aim of ethnography - %o

understand. Howevera they make the next logical step — to asess what

13 wnderstood" (13).

An alternative to the ethnographic method fer working with descriptive
data is the case study approcach which has much to reccmmend it. Less
restrictive in its reguirements than the pure ethnocgraphic method. case
study enables an evaluator to describe a settings cover a short period of
time and alsc allows for judgements at the end of the assessment pericd.
Although some case study workers would have the data speak for itself

(MacDonald and Walker, 19773 Simons, 19380), others are less reluctant to

allow the voice of the case study worker to be heard.

However, while the technigues invelved in ethnographic and case study
approaches would be useful coﬁstituents of the collaborative evaluation
processs they both do not nececssarily include the veoices of all those whe
believe the; have something to say about the project. Key informants
alons s.ild not suifices neither would a sampling of subjects %ar

struzt gred and unstructured interviews. For the collaborative evaluator,

the v ircey of the very articulate as well as the habitually silent must be
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heards opinicns from the powerful as well as the powerless must be

solicited.

In summary., curriculum integraticn projects and Women’s Studies programs
need appropriate assessment techniques. In particulars since many
tfeminist projects and programs® goals are to ultimately transform the
curriculum of educaticnal instituticns. it is important to develop new
assessme’ csaches to measure the transformation process. This paper
considers the importance of illuminative evaluaticon as an assessment
approach and describes a new medel of measurement called collaborative
evaluation. This model can be used in assessing eclectic projects and is
interactive; as such it should be of use in the evaluaticn of complex
social and curriculum change projects. The technique is well suited for
measurements of subtle and yet not sco subtle chaﬁges. Collaborative
evaluation permits evaluators of feminist projects to address the
conflicting roles that they assume as impartial outsiders and as
knowledgeable insiders. By admitting a bias in support of a projects the
evaluator can develop a level of trust that will permit the voices of the

marginal and the powerless to be heard.

-18-
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Foeotnotes

1. The_Next Move was designed and conducted by Higher Educatiecn Rescurce

- Services (HERS) Mid-Atlantic and funded by the Fund for the Improvement of

Fostsecondary Education (FIFSE).
2. The two Women's Studies summer institutes were developed by the Great
Lakes Cclleges Asscciation and were funded by Lilly Endowments. They were

held on the University of Michigan Campus.

3. Wilma Sccott Heide was a feminist leader. She was the first president

of NOW and was an activist for women’s rights throughout her life.
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